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Introduction  
 

In a concerted effort to ensure that all Nebraska students are taught by highly effective teachers, the 

Nebraska Department of Education (NDE), Nebraska teacher preparation institutions, and Nebraska 

school systems strive to increase accountability for assessing teacher quality. One such strategy is to 

inform preparation institutions about the effectiveness of their prepared first year teachers in Nebraska 

schools as they continue to address student needs. This valuable information is obtained from school 

partners by using the Nebraska First Year Teacher Survey (NFYTS). 

 

The Nebraska Department of Education (NDE) administered the Nebraska First Year Teacher Survey 

from mid-March to mid-April 2019. This year marks the fifth successful implementation of the survey, 

with the survey being sent to both principals and first year teachers for the third time. Surveys were 

distributed to the principals of first year teachers, and to the first year teachers themselves, who 

completed their preparation programs at 15 preparation institutions in the state. The participating 

institutions are as follows: 

1. Chadron State College 

2. College of Saint Mary 

3. Concordia University 

4. Creighton University 

5. Doane University 

6. Hastings College 

7. Midland University 

8. Nebraska Wesleyan University 

9. Peru State College 

10. Union College 

11. University of Nebraska at Kearney 

12. University of Nebraska at Lincoln 

13. University of Nebraska at Omaha 

14. Wayne State College 

15. York College 

 

Evaluation indicators are based on the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) Interstate 

Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (InTASC) Model Core Teaching Standards, 2011.  For 

a list of indicators, please see Figure 1 in the Results section below. 
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Method 
 

Similar to last year, the survey was developed using the Qualtrics survey software application and 

distributed electronically via email. Respondents were asked to rate the extent to which the first year 

teacher was effectively prepared for their school assignment on various indicators. These indicators 

were based on the degree to which the teacher met the expectations: Consistent, Frequent, Occasional, 

or Rare. All 36 survey question items were grouped under 12 key teaching indicators adapted from 

the InTASC Model Core Teaching Standards as previously mentioned, except for the last 5 questions. 

Question 13 asked both principals and teachers to rate the teacherõs impact on student learning. In 

question 14, principals were also asked if they considered the teacher effectively prepared for 

continuing employment in their districts. Teachers, on the other hand, were asked if they were 

prepared to be an effective first year teacher. Question 15 was designed to collect comments from 

principals and teachers for informing the institutionõs continuing improvement efforts toward 

preparing classroom-ready teachers. Questions 16 requested for comments about the NFYTS survey 

process itself. 

 

A list of teachers who were employed during the 2018-2019 school year and received their initial 

teaching endorsement during the 2017-2018 school year from one of the participating institutionõs 

teacher preparation programs was compiled.  The data for this list came from the Nebraska Student 

and Staff Record System (NSSRS) and the Nebraska Teacher Certification Database. If a teacher had 

assignments at multiple schools, the suvey was sent to the principal of the school where the majority 

of the teacherõs full-time equivalency (FTE) was assigned. 

 

Since the NFYTS is a web survey, all communication regarding the survey was done electronically via 

email. Pre-notification of the survey was sent out on March 11th to HR/Institutional Research staff, 

principals and teachers. The survey email invitation was also sent out on March 13th with subsequent 

email reminders sent on March 27th, April 8th and April 10th. The survey finally closed on April 12th, a 

month after it was first sent out. Full details of the survey protocol consisting of the timeline, and 

email messages can be found in the Appendix. 

 

In total, 891 surveys were distributed to principals and 659 were returned, resulting in a response rate 

of 74%. This response rate represents an impressive 18% increase from that of last yearõs NFYTS 

administration. For teachers, 864 surveys were distributed and 615 were returned, resulting in a 

response rate of 69%. The response rate also represents a significant 18% increase from that of last 

yearõs NFYTS administration. The breakdown of response rates of both principals and teachers for 

each institution are shown in Tables 1 and 2. Note that since the preparation institutions varied in 

sizes, the number of responses also vastly differed from one institution to the next. 

 

Table 1. Responses for each preparation institution (Principals)  
Preparation Institution Responses (n) Sample  Response Rate (%) 

1 Chadron State College 37 47 79% 

2 College of Saint Mary 18 32 56% 

3 Concordia University 20 29 69% 
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Preparation Institution Responses (n) Sample  Response Rate (%) 

4 Creighton University 9 14 64% 

5 Doane University 51 64 80% 

6 Hastings College 16 22 73% 

7 Midland University 11 12 92% 

8 Nebraska Wesleyan University 20 25 80% 

9 Peru State College 16 27 59% 

10 Union College 3 3 100% 

11 University of Nebraska at Kearney 109 149 73% 

12 University of Nebraska at Lincoln 185 244 76% 

13 University of Nebraska at Omaha 84 128 66% 

14 Wayne State College 76 87 87% 

15 York College 4 8 50% 

  Total 659 891 74% 

 

 
Table 2. Responses for each preparation institution (Teachers)  

Preparation Institution Responses (n) Sample  Response Rate (%) 

1 Chadron State College 35 47 74% 

2 College of Saint Mary 18 32 56% 

3 Concordia University 20 29 69% 

4 Creighton University 7 14 50% 

5 Doane University 38 64 59% 

6 Hastings College 10 22 45% 

7 Midland University 9 12 75% 

8 Nebraska Wesleyan University 18 25 72% 

9 Peru State College 19 27 70% 

10 Union College 2 3 67% 

11 University of Nebraska at Kearney 110 149 74% 

12 University of Nebraska at Lincoln 175 244 72% 

13 University of Nebraska at Omaha 72 128 56% 

14 Wayne State College 77 87 89% 

15 York College 5 8 63% 

  Total 615 891 69% 
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Results 
 

Descriptive Statistics 
 

The survey results are displayed below in a number of figures. For the purpose of our analyses, the 

response options for both principals and teachers were given a numerical value (3=Consistent, 2= 

Frequent, 1=Occasional, 0=Rare), summed by Indicator category, and then averaged. Each 

preparation institution also received a report containing results relevant to the preparation 

institution, along with the corresponding data set. 

 

Figure 1. Survey Indicators 

Indicator 1:  Student Development 
Standard 1.1 The teacher understands how students grow and develop. 
Standard 1.2 The teacher recognizes that patterns of learning and development vary individually 
within and across the cognitive, linguistic, social, emotional, and physical areas. 
Standard 1.3 The teacher implements developmentally appropriate and challenging learning 
experiences. 

Indicator 2:  Learning Differences 
Standard 2.1 The teacher understands individual differences and diverse cultures and 
communities. 
Standard 2.2 The teacher ensures inclusive learning environments that enable each student to 
meet high standards. 

Indicator 3:  Learning Environments 
Standard 3.1 The teacher works with others to create environments that support individual and 
collaborative learning. 
Standard 3.2 The teacher creates environments that encourage positive social interaction, active 
engagement in learning, and self-motivation. 
Standard 3.3 The teacher manages student behavior to promote a positive learning 
environment. 

Indicator 4:  Content Knowledge 
Standard 4.1 The teacher understands the central concepts, tools of inquiry, and structures of 
the discipline(s) he or she teaches. 
Standard 4.2 The teacher creates learning experiences that make these aspects of the discipline 
accessible and meaningful for students to assure mastery of content. 
Standard 4.3 The teacher integrates Nebraska Content Indicators and/or professional 
Indicators within instruction. 

Indicator 5:  Application of Content 
Standard 5.1 The teacher understands how to connect concepts across disciplines.  
Standard 5.2 The teacher uses differing perspectives to engage students in critical thinking, 
creativity, and collaborative problem solving related to authentic local and global issues. 

Indicator 6:  Assessment 
Standard 6.1 The teacher understands multiple methods of assessment. 
Standard 6.2 The teacher uses multiple methods of assessment to engage students in their own 
growth, to monitor student progress, and to guide the teacherõs and studentõs decision making. 

Indicator 7:  Planning for Instruction 
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Standard 7.1 The teacher plans instruction that supports every student in meeting rigorous 
learning goals. 
Standard 7.2 The teacher draws upon knowledge of content areas, curriculum, cross-disciplinary 
skills, technology, and pedagogy. 
Standard 7.3 The teacher draws upon knowledge of students and the community context.  

Indicator 8:  Instructional Strategies 
Standard 8.1 The teacher understands a variety of instructional strategies. 
Standard 8.2 The teacher uses a variety of instructional strategies to encourage students to 
develop deep understanding of content areas and their connection and to build skills to apply 
knowledge in meaningful ways. 
Standard 8.3 The teacher utilizes available technology for instruction and assessment. 

Indicator 9:  Professional Learning and Ethical Practice 
Standard 9.1 The teacher engages in ongoing professional learning. 
Standard 9.2 The teacher models ethical professional practice. 
Standard 9.3 The teacher uses evidence to continually evaluate his/her practice, particularly the 
effects of his/her choices and actions on others (students, families, other professionals, and the 
community), and adapts practice to meet the needs of each student. 

Indicator 10:  Leadership and Collaboration 
Standard 10.1 The teacher seeks opportunities to take responsibility for student learning. 
Standard 10.2 The teacher seeks opportunities, including appropriate technology, to collaborate 
with students, families, colleagues, and other school professionals, and community members to 
ensure student growth. 

Indicator 11:  Impact on Student Learning and Development 
Standard 11.1 The teacher positively impacts the learning and development for all students. 

Indicator 12:  Professional Dispositions 
Standard 12.1 The teacher demonstrates passion, self-awareness, initiative and enthusiasm. 
Standard 12.2 The teacher demonstrates skill in interpersonal relationships, reflective response 
to feedback, and displays evidence of appropriate social awareness. 
Standard 12.3 The teacher practices good judgment, flexibility, problem-solving skills, 
professional communication, and organization. 
Standard 12.4 The teacher maintains a professional demeanor and appearance, and displays 
dependability, punctuality, and perseverance. 
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Figure 2. Statewide Average Responses 
 

 
 
In Figure 2, the overall mean responses of both principals and teachers across all 12 indicators fall 
between 2 (òFrequentó) and 3 (òConsistentó). This result is also closely reflected in the following 



 
 

8 
 

figures when responses are disaggregated by endorsement type and preparation institution. To view 
the average responses for each standard within an indicator, see Table 10 in the Appendix. 
After conducting t-test to examine the differences in the mean scores between principals and teachers, 
it is found that principals and teachers only significantly differ in their mean responses on indicators 
4, 11 and 12. For indicator 4 (Content Knowledge), principals provided a higher mean rating than 
teachers. However, for indicators 11 (Impact on Student Learning and Development), and 12 
(Professional Dispositions), teachers rated themselves higher, on average, than principals. The t-tests 
results of all 12 indicators are displayed in Table 11 in the Appendix. 
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Figure 3. Average Responses by Endorsement Type (Principals) 
 

 
 
Figure 3 displays principalsõ mean responses categorized into 5 endorsement types that correspond to 
the majority of the first year teachersõ school assignments. First year teachers endorsed in Elementary 
obtained the highest ratings on 10 out of the 12 indicators. On the other hand, teachers with 
endorsements in Content received the lowest ratings on all the 12 indicators. Except for Content, 
differences observed between each endorsement category were relatively minor, and all average ratings 
were between 2 (òFrequentó) and 3 (òConsistentó). 
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Figure 4. Average Responses by Endorsement Type (Teachers) 
 

 
 
 
Figure 4 shows first year teachersõ mean responses disaggregated by endorsement types that 
correspond to the majority of their school assignments. Unlike the the results found for principals in 
Figure 3,  first year teachers with endorsements for Early Childhood obtained the highest ratings on 
7 out of the 12 indicators. Similar to that of Principals, Content received the lowest ratings on 6 of 
the 12 indicators. Differences observed between each endorsement category were relatively minor, 
and all average ratings were between 2 (òFrequentó) and 3 (òConsistentó). 
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Figure 5. Average Responses by Preparation Institution  (Principal) 
 

 
 


















